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1. My name is )(urt C. *-. I am VICe Pr.Ii_t - Extemal A.fliIirs for

McCawCelluIar~, Inc. (~w"). McCaw iI a whoIly

owned subIicUary of ATilT Corp. AI, Vice Pawident - Extemal A£fairs, I

un ~Je, among other .-., for our inteIamMCtioDI with odIer

tI!Iephofte carrien, indlldiftg both landUne Jocal~ and witeIeN

tlelephone COIftI*'le8. In this role, I deYelop OW' poUda with leIIped to

our bUIiMII relatlonahipl with other "'bone campuUes, and

neaotia. t:hoIe buainess arransements.

2. McCaw Cellular .,.... intlIrtonnKt, or have CORSidered

irt~ with nuawout etitiel in the coune of dom, buIin_

nw. entitiel indude, but are not limltId to, incumbent local excbanp

telephone companies ("LECa"),in~ companies ("1XCsN
),

competitive acc.& pIOViden ("CAPs"), other CMMS~, public

salety arwwerinl pointl C'PSAP"), lvp customers, and .elIers. Bleb 01

these interconnections provide a diffeNnt tlmction and require a

different let of hardware and IOftware plOtlOcols in O!der to work. I wtll

diKuN a~ of theee intercom~one below.

3. In~ whh LBCa ia aa:oD\pu.t.d thmup • variety of _,

moM of which .. d.cdbed in BeUcorw'. Technical1Werelw:e TJt-NPL-

000145~ .......... tor _awlMl"tl<ll of a WtmJrr
ServkN Pm,Wer eM 1M' .",.."' U-ue 2), Deamber, 1993).

Thisd~ deIcr1bet the bIdWell and stIInclarcil for

LEC-cMIS interconnection, inc1udina.- aJnOftI othtD, Type 1 (PBX-like),

Type 2A (tanct..) and Type 2B <end oftice). The dOCUlftB\t does not

adc1M1& the fiMndll1 or buainell uranplN!l\t8 neclilary to implement

theM teehNeal stcc:lvds, however. n.e businfBs arnnpments are

the subject of llefOtiations between CMRS providers lBCs.



4. McCaw wodat with ita L!C il\tIrcIaIwdlOn OIl_ iftIitriduaJ .... ttl

de.... the __ ........, eIJIeiIftt lad flL'OIDIlbll1DDl1..ta

~Je. In the vMt IIUIIorttY of~, ...i,,~are

supported by NIh c.pedty DS-l or DS-3 clfIit8l cimdtI~ via

ports to our switd\ea.

5. In the majority of~, JancIIbw LBCa do not COI:IlpeNMe oatS

providen for traffic orfIin*d by • 0'"OIl the landline network

and dettined for • CUItomer of • CMIS provider. And, in some cues,

the LEes ectuaIly chuse eMItS providera for~.. tnIfk.

For traffic onp.ated. 01\ the CMRS networlc and~ for the

laacIIifte network, oas providers always COIIlpI!I"Sil~ the LOCa, either

in the form of flat rate per circuit cJwra- (1OJNtimes 1eYied on Type 1

faciJitiea), or, • is molt commonly the cue, on a combination of facilities

and per minute of UIe dlupB (typical on Type 2A Iftd Type 2B~).

6. oas pmviders alto tnll!l'corlneCt with IXCs. nus i.aterconrwdion can

aJ80 be acCOlllpUlhed throush a variety of teduUca1~tI,

depenctina CJI\ the dMi.. of the partiel. In IOIne calli, CMRS provtdea

<XX\MCt directly wilt 1XCs, ueuaIIy Uliftl r.ct1ltiea (CS-l or DS-3 hiIh
cepadty circuitry, for example) provict.d by the LEes or, in some rare

inItances, by CAPs. Alternatively, CMIS provideD may chooee to route

traHic tNouch a LEC for delivery to a particular !XC. In still otlwr CUll,

the CM1tSp~ may route traffic destined for IXCs in general

throuah the LEe on an equal acctlll basts, utilizins Feature Group D

protocoJa. The8e intercomectionI also require and are supported by

detailed. busineaI a.rranamnents.

7· ftnaDy, CMItS providen can aJao intercol1l1k1 with other CMIS

providers. While this is not a widespread practice at the pNMrtt, the



powth 01 c..s Oft!' tile~ 10 ,... hM... tlw optirJft inCIrllllinllY

IDOR efftdInt. M. Glll'ilr'a .... tID • putIcuIar d IJIinItion P'W', it

.... a poiftt at which it betDu_ economb1 and efftciInt to IOU.te

that traffic cIInL1ly to ill delltiMtion rather than tIuo\1Ih a riddt.Mn
for _Uvery aNt terD\ination. The LICs haft employed direct routing

for yeM'S on the landltne network,. t-..a*'l in • __ of eM office and

tandem switJch conl'llllCtioft&, depenclinl 01\ taffic voluJMs, Ndundancy

~., and availability of ports. oas pnwidln 1ft bePuUnI
to employ this concept in their networka u weD, evUleftced by an

incnuiftl n.... of TypeD carmedicn (m1lera)RMCtions diNd:ly 10

lanclline end ofIkB rather thAn throuP L!C tandec 1Witc::hee) IftC1

direct connectiON to other CMIS praviden. McCaw hu directly

interconnected with om. eMItS provicla's in aeveral instances, and is

exploring additional opportunitita at thiI time. At McCaw, we cOlnlkler

tNIe an......... whel traffic vol.- to another eMItS provider

would justiIy and auppolt • decIic.ted DS-l d.rcuit between the carrien.

These 1ft or:.;ective and me.urable critIIria that can be analyad from a

ted\nical and enp.rtng penpective.

8. My belief i.I that exiltiftl oas provldln JX*I. neither the iDalntivea

nor the ability to cliaIdvantap their rivaJI throuth d_yiftg diNd

intercoJmection to them. There an two primary reMON for this belief:

(1) under jutt about any ...rio 0ftS.CMItS traffk is III extnDely

tiny perce.ntap of total trafftc and thus the ability to INlterWly harm

rivals is accorc:Uns1Y very low; and (2) given the fact that mrrent

interconnection arraJl(II!IMI\ts with the LBC result in prieta which are

not reciprocallftCl are far in exc.wa of COlt for snobile to landline traffic,

the incentive for existing CMIS providers is to seek out lower cost

interconnection options where technically feasible, rather than to deny

tlwm in order to disadvantage rivals.



9. Pint, MId pl'ObaItIy molt~ is the lid that CMRS to cas traMc

volumes have Men ft'tNmely small in the put, are stlD very .man
today, md Ihow no ... of~y~ In the n.-••abIe

future. Iued on rolBiM traffic meuun!IMfttS, I eltimatl! that 1_ than

one percent of total minutes of U8e on our.,...., g irdercomJ*lY

<:MIS to o.tItS inffk (that is, tnffic orifinatecl by a CUItOIMr of cme

CMRS provider and delivered to • cuRDmer of another CMRS pnwid.er).

While the volumea have been increuing, t1'd8 is clue to the powth of

the telecommunicatioN buainesl in ......, and does not reflect any

fundamental change in proportions of traffic flows.~ <:MIS

providers simply do not have the ability to harm tNir rivals by refuIIftg

to directly interconnect with them.

10. The WIt majority of traIftc • In the mnp of 9S percent (calc:u1a1led by

subtradina the 1% CMIS-CMRS inteft:ompIny trafIk and the

applOximately 4% CMJS.CM2S intncolDplfty traMc from the total) •

either oripatins or tenninatina on a CMIS device is received from or

delivered to the existing Lie network. Siace intercornpany CMRS to

CMRS traffic is such a small portion of the total, existing CMRS

providers do not poNeI8 the abWty to appreciably halm their rivy toclay

by denyins tNa\ direct intereoMection. CODIeC:Iumtly, even if one

assumed that an exiltiDc CMRS provider muld raile its rival'. COlts to

deliver CMIS to CMRS traffic by refusing to connect directly with the

rival, the actual efMct on the rival would be minWK:Ule. It is unlikely

that exiatinl CMIS providers could nUe a rival's total interconneL"tion

eottI by AI mueh u even o.s,.-o. Any impact that such a strategy could

have 01\ the rival's total operatina c:oetI would, of c:oune, be negliple. It

would take a very significant chan&e in c::ircumItanI.s • that is, • wry

signilkant chanp in trafflc patterN - lor editing CMRS providen to



pin IItyY p." abIIit¥ to efrwct rival's f..'\lM8 by chrt)'inI diJect

intertonnedione. The data thoW& no such patterN --gi.n@.

11. The MCOftd reMOn why CMIS providers ue unliIrely to deny direct

interconnection to their rivala in order to harm thesn u tb! perverae

nature of L!Cin~priciRI (incJudina the fad that the LEe,
do not coaapewte <:MIS providers for landtine-oritJinated traffic),

whict\ driws CMIS providers to m" out QPPOrtunltles for altl!!'native

intaercmmectioN, rather than to deny them.

12. CMIS providels have .-ntially two options for~ traffic

today - routiftltluouP the exiIItinSUK: network or cItNetly connectiJtI·
When trafftc volumes are lIIftaU, it m.... the most ... to lOute traffic

deatined for C1.IIIIlDtnerS of other eMItS providerl throqh the LEe. Eve

when LBC~ pnc. are far in excelS of CORt, sm.aJl tnfftc

volumes do not jUltify the expe11R and effort ueoc::iated with dedkatinc
a port 01\ the switch and arranpg and payift@ for the dec:liaded 1)S..1

connection the is requJnd for diJect connection. When traffic voluanes

warrant (that is, when volumes reach a level that justifies a DS-l

connection), McCaw actively leeks opporturdtte to connect ditk"tly with

other CMRS ptO'V'idert. In fIct~ we ha~ several such arrart.pmeN:8

either alNacly in place or currently under dilcUMoion.

13. Further, Ul\Iike the LBCs, most CMRS providers ale wiJ.I.inc to~

tnIffic~ in the context of mutual oompswation - that is, each

carrier pays ihe 04her for traffic orilinated by ita C1.IIIIlDtnerS and d.eliveled

to the CUltcmlI!n of the other eMItS provider. SiN:e interconnection

coata are a~t expense item for any carrier that D\ut interconnect

with the other providers, we are cONtIIntly lookins tor opportunitils to

reduce our COlItB. Directly connecting with carriers willing to com~te

us for traffic exchange aids this effort becauae we lie provided not only



with the opponunity to~ a loww COlt for iatera1nDectioI than

cwa••tJy chqed by the LEC, but to be paid for trdic: that we ftICIlve •

well.

14. Redudnl~ in th.ia JDaNW is aitic:al to all CMBS providers, and.

will be ••lfttial if the Co.mmtIIiiDn" vWon of ubiqultoul, low-eoet

wire&e18 Iel'Vice ia to beeorne a reltity. Today a.... camer, with..

traffic volW!H!lJ will arpably have en even greater incf!ntive than

smaller rivu. to inveet iN:NINfttal n!SOW'C. 1ft ..wiIbtng llepua..

in~that afford altllmlltiv. to the LEC. JI\ the future, this

will beeome more c:rItkal for exiRing CMltS providtn as they faCf

competition &om arp.ly lower--cost, alI-<lfIiW comped.tors. And, u

thole compelbDn IJI'OW, traffic volumes will JI'Ow with them, JMIdnI
ifttercompany CMltS to CMRS int8"eo!mettion all the mOle f.... mel

efficient. The "'-'tivea, both today and in the NtI.Ift, then" are for

~g CMRS providen to __ out, ratbe' than deny,~

with new mall.

I declare under penalty of J*juIy that the IorePI is true md c:onwct.

Bxecuted on June 14, 1995.

lCurtC.M-.

** TOTAL PAGE.ee7 **
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DBCLAltATION OP RODDICK OLSON

1. I am Vice President Engineering of McCaw Cellular

Communications, Inc. ("McCaw"), a wholly-owned subsidiary of AT&T

Corp. In this capacity, I am responsible for the technical

evolution of McCaw's cellular network and the development of new

network services and products. Prior to assuming this position, I

worked on cellular radio planning, capital budgeting, procurement

and other aspects of engineering for cellular systems.

2. I have reviewed specific reseller switch proposals that have

been submitted to subsidiaries of McCaw located in California.

Based on my review of these proposals, I believe that the technical

and other issues raised by the resellers' proposals typify the

serious questions that must be addressed before any conclusion can

be reached that such interconnection arrangements are reasonable or

rational. Many of these questions arise from the resellers'

professed need to handle all aspects of the call. However, under

existing technical specifications many of the call features and

functions cannot be extended to the reseller for handling by the

reseller switch. My analysis of the reseller switch proposal

suggests that it would likely reduce service quality for resellers'

customers from its present level. Moreover, the proposal would

increase the risk of system congestion because of the involvement

of two separate entities in the necessary planning of end-to-end

facilities used by customers to complete a call. The following

paragraphs illustrate the technical and other issues raised by the

reseller switch proposals.



TBClDfICAL ISSUBS

Call Handling

3. There are several serious questions raised by the resellers'

proposal for call handling. First, the resellers' switch proposals

indicate that they will provide all vertical features to their own

subscribers. However, in many cases this is not possible. For

example, features such as call waiting, three-way calling, and call

transfer are provided by the cellular MTSO. Call waiting and

three-way calling are features resident in both mobile location

data bases the Home Location Register ("HLR") and Visited

Location Register ("VLR"). Reseller switches will not have VLRsj

these databases are available only in MTSOs, i.e., the switches

that actually perform radio channel assignments to wireless end

users, manage call hand-offs, and otherwise control communications

between mobile terminals and base stations. Moreover, activation

and deactivation of service features from mobile handsets of

reseller subscribers must also be processed by the serving MTSO.

Second, the reseller proposals indicate that intercept

messages will be provided by their switch. Neither existing

standards (such as 1S-41), nor provisions by manufacturers allow

for this. For example, congestion messages related to the

interconnection to the reseller switch can only be provided by the

carrier switch. As these issues illustrate, reseller proposals

cannot be met without significant changes to existing standards and

manufacturers' equipment. Furthermore, the proposals do not, in

2



any significant way, simplify the processing necessary by the

carriers' switch to provide service to the resellers' customers.

4. Operation, Maintenance and Teating

The proposals contain no specifications for operation and

maintenance of the integrated networks. Interconnected network

facilities must have operation and maintenance specifications that

are compatible. Without such compatible specifications, testing is

not possible. Testing is necessary for new capabilities and after

hardware or software changes have been made in the networks.

s. 911 Service

The reseller switch proposals do not contain provisions for

the handling of 911 calls when the reseller switch is not

functioning or the incoming trunk group is congested. In both of

these instances subscribers would require special applications and

back-up service by the cellular MTSO in order for the 911 call to

be completed.

6. B.-ering

Reseller switch malfunctions will lead to "hammerings".

Hammering occurs when the reseller switch is malfunctioning and end

users make repeated attempts to access the reseller switch.

Hammering will generate voice channel allocations and reduce the

number of voice channels available to the cellular carrier's

customers. Moreover, unless rerouting capability is contracted for

by the switch reseller, the reseller subscriber's calls will not be

completed when the reseller's switch is out of service.

3



7. Fraud

Technical specifications to protect against fraud are vital.

Fraud is estimated to cost carriers and consumers many millions per

year. The reseller switch proposals have not offered any technical

interconnection specifications or procedures to address fraud.

Reseller switch subscribers and cellular carriers must have an

understanding of how they will be protected against fraud.

OTIDIR ISSt1BS

8. Roaming Capability

It is unclear from the proposals how roaming would be handled

for reseller switch subscribers. All customers of resellers today

are served by the switches and HLRs of the underlying carriers;

resellers' customers accordingly receive roaming services under the

terms of the intercarrier agreements that have been established by

the underlying carriers. According to the resellers' switch

proposals, resellers would assume control over their customers'

roaming activities. Technically, resellers expect to rely on their

own HLRs to define where their customers can roam and to control

fraud. However, if resellers intend to assume these functions,

they must first establish their own roaming agreements. The

underlying carriers that currently support roaming by reseller

customers cannot be expected to do so in the future, since they

will have yielded (under the resellers' proposal) the ability to

control the roaming activities of reseller customers to the

resellers' own HLRs.
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9. Billing

Billing for cellular calls is measured based on the V&H

coordinates from the cell site where the call originated. The

cellular switch cannot provide billing information to the reseller

switch indicating from which cell site the call originated. Under

McCaw's existing technical specifications, every call from a

reseller switch will look the same.

10. Conclusion

If cellular carriers were forced to make interconnection

available pursuant to the resellers' proposals, it would not create

a significant reduction in costs for cellular operator networks.

Many of the capabilities sought by the reseller switch proposals

cannot be supported by existing carrier network technology. In

order to implement these proposals, cellular carriers would incur

significant costs in research and development to design technical

specifications in order to interconnect with the reseller switch in

a manner that allowed all features and functions of the cellular

carrier's system to be extended to the reseller. The carriers'

limited resources that would otherwise be used to expand their

systems, plan for digital conversions, and improve customer

services would have to be redirected to reseller interconnection.

More importantly, mandating reseller interconnection raises

concerns about licensed CMRS providers' continued ability to

modernize and reconfigure their networks. In the past few years,

cellular networks have evolved considerably in order to achieve

operating efficiencies and support new service offerings. CMRS
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networks should not be restricted in the future from continuing to

develop by the constraints of having to support mandatory

interconnections (and associated software and hardware

modifications) for resellers.
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I declare uMer ~lty of pe~jury that the foregoing ia true Ut.4

correct.

kec:uted on June U, lit!.


